. Bart Bingham — )

- Tor ' Heather Dawson
Subject: RE: Quigley Annexation

From: Heather Dawson

Sent: Tuesday, April 17, 2012 12:27 PM
To: Paul Smith-

Cc: Bart Bingham; Mary Cone

Subject: RE: Quigley Annexation

Paul and Vicki ~

Thanks so much for this correspondence. We will put this into our city council packet information, and on our website
next week. :

Heather Dawson

Hailey City Administrator

From: Paul Smith [mailto:pvsmith@cox.net]
Sent: Tuesday, April 17, 2012 11:05 AM'

To: Heather Dawson

Cc: 'Vicki Smith' ‘

Subject: Quigley Annexation

i / Heather, Vicki and | are not in favor of this....we don't want it or see a need for it. We say “NO” to this.

Best regards, Paul and Vicki Smith
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TO: Hailey City Council 4/19/12
RE: Quigley Survey

First, allow me to congratulate you all on passing an annexation ordinance amendment that will
significantly diminish the exposure-of the City to risks assoclated with decisions on applications submitted
by speculative real estate interests. The idea that this amendment will somehow constrain growth is
absurd, given the expansive inventory of existing residences for sale and platted residential lots available.
Any dramatic increase in supply would further diminish home values in Hailey, both immediately, and far
into the future. It may eventually become a necessity to move the airport, removing politics from the
equation, creating additional supply. Dumke's is still a large hayfield. The argument that Hailey needs
room to grow comes only from those holding titles to failed real estate investments.  Which brihgs us to
Quigley! .

Imagine my surprise the Saturday evening before last, when upon answering the phone [ was requested
to participate in a survey that turned out to be obfiquely related to the annexation of Quigley, conveniently
ignoring the absence of compliance with the Comprehensive Plan, the massive fiscal impacts on the City

- and citizens of Hailey, and existing market realities identified in the previous paragraph. This applicant's
representative’s response to serious concerns over the many pertinent issues relevant the proposal, is to
ignore them and attempt to steer the conversation to trails and nordic skiing.  Fortunately, the Planning
and Zoning Commission refused to be distracted in their representation of the City's interests, and wisely
recommended denial of this annexation application.

The survey's patently superficial approach at acquiring irrelevant statistical evidence that might be loosely -
interpreted as support, follows a pattern consistent with material | found in the files on Quigley. The few
comments supporting this annexation were glaringly superficial ("This is a good project."-"} like nordic
skiing.") and predominantly from realtors and other vested interests almost none of whom reside in

Hailey. The majority of commenits were in opposition to this annexation, and came from actual citizens of
Hailey, who offered intelligent informed analysis of the abundant significant impacts, both. physical-and
financial, this proposal represents. North valley interests {perhaps including Sustain Blaine? & WREP?)
appear perfectly willing 1o throw citizens of Hailey under the bus, if someone can extract a few bucks in
the process. | advise that opinions from citizens of Hailey receive the utmost attention, and those from
outside of Hailey be respectfully ignored. 1 have heard certain individuals suggest that opponents to this
annexation are “anfi-business”. No one in this valley is "anfi-business", most of us are simply not
"pro-disaster”. Those with liahilities resulting from speculative real estate investments need to quit
blaming others for their dilemma and asking citizens of Hailey for a bailout, and simply accept
responsibility for their greedy miscalculations and move on. The threats regarding access in an attempt
to extort annexation are acts of desperation. Does the Council believe it is wise to get tangled up with
desperate people attempting to salvage failed investments?

Questions in the survey are entirely suggestive and feading. "Which of the following do you support
- fast growth? purposeful growth? no growth?" Everyone is going to respond "purposeful”. The
applicant will represent his phased development as "purposeful”, and suggest a majority of citizens
support this annexation. Deceitful at best. Another example, "Do you like trails?” - Well of course,
everyone likes trails! This proposal has trails, so a majority of citizens suppott this annexation. Given
this probable attempt at misrepresenting majority public opinion, the survey and any conclusions
drawn from it are complete and utter nonsense. Why didn't the applicant ask more relevant
questions in this survey? Such as, "How do citizens feel about the increased traffic congestion this
proposal represents? How do citizens feel about paying for the installation.of requisite infrastructure
improvements the applicant can't afford? How do citizens feel about paying the costs of the endiess
litigation that will ensue if this annexation is approved? How do citizens feel about the net deficit of water
this proposal represents, and the applicant's offer of a paper right in lieu of the millions ($10M?/$20M?) in
fees the City would need to mitigate associated impacts? And finally, how do citizens feel about the
encroachment of residential development into sensitive wildlife habitat, including critical migration
corridors, winter range, and fawning areas?" Why weren't these issues addressed in the survey? And
why haven't they been addressed sufficiently by the applicant in this process?
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| would like to express my gratitude to the elected officials and Staff who have managed to maintain a
posture of objectivity and professionalism in reviewing various elements of this revised application. That
you did not participate in the ridiculous attempt to manufacture fear over access and what might happen if
this goes to the County, is to be commended. Tom Bergin and his Staff are the best and brightest the
public sector has to offer in this valley. | have confidence in their abilities to administer any development
proposals competently. Regardless, | have pointed out for over a decade that the City of Hailey will
always have a dominant influence over development out Quigley. Those obsessing over potential loss of
“control”and “water” are again trying to manufacture fear, despite the overwhelming evidence that this
annexation has the potential to devastate Hailey's economic viability and quality of life. Fear of the
"unknown" is not uncommon. Tom Bergin explained the possible butcomes of an appiication with the
County, so the "unknown" isn't even a variable in the Quigley equation. By the way, Ned's contention in
the MTE that the amended ordinance wouldn't apply to Quigley because the application is "already in the
pipeline," is either A) inaccurate, B) disingenuous, or C) spuricus. My understanding is that the Council
can attach any terms it feels necessary and appropriate to the annexation agreement, including those in
the ordinance amendment. You will have to ask Ned whether A), B), or C) most accurately reflects his
intent in the omission of important facts, or if he merely wasn't provided the opportunity for further
clarification. | would never suggest that he is incompetent. ' | don't understand why if the City was on
board and eager o amend the annexation ordinance, they wouldn't want to apply it to Quigley. Kitis
such a good idea, why isn't it a good idea for Quigiey? Such a huge and glaring contradiction is simply
another reason why citizens have lost trust, and are suspicious of “shenanigans” as one citizen identified
suspected collusion and hidden agendas.

While on the subject of lawyers and the documents they produce, | would like to express my sarious
concerns with the annexation agreement itself that | looked at when | was going through the files on
Quigley. Perhaps no one but me perceives a conflict with the City purchasing an annexation agreement
from the offices of an attorney representing the applicant. Produced by Robertson and Slette PLLC, it is
written like nobody will ever bother reading it.  instead, just apply the requested signatures, as with a title
company or lender when you are buying a house. The annexation agreement has an obligatory feel to it
- ‘going-through-the-motions' - similar to a Land-Use Planning 101 assignment for an undergraduate
geology major for whom a passing grade is the objective. | would give it a D-, and am curious as to what
- attorney's offices in Boise might produce. There is'a sense in this agreement that approval is a forgone
conclusion, just fill in a few blanks and sign off onit. This same document has perhaps been used
repeatedly for converting agricultural lands near cities in the Magic Valley to residential. Not to be elitist,
but Quigley is a different can of worms, without vast stretches of flat land area in every direction. The
necessary detail is absent from the Quigley annexation agreement, and where there is detall, it is
disturbing. For example, the applicant caps improvements for three major transportation arteries,
Quigley Road, Croy, and Bullion, at $225K, which might buy a couple of blocks of curb and gutter.
Perhaps this revised annexation application has only been about an additional three years of employment
for the applicant's representative, but it fails at every level to respond coherently to the many relevant
concerns raised by the City Council, Planning and Zoning Commission, and citizens. Again, the wisdom
of the Planning and Zoning Commission is reflected in their recommendation that the City Council deny
this revised application.

Early analysis of the Fiscal Impact Study reveals that the estimates it provides are based on assumptions
regarding grants, and the study is not clear about whether these funds have been committed or are
simply occupying a wish-list somewhere in the bureaucratic process. Remember the estimates on the
costs of a new airport? 1 suggest the City be prudent and apply the same multipliers to the figures
offered in this study. Apparently there is a cost/benefit analysis forthcoming. There are no benefits
sufficient for Hailey to assume the risks associated with this annexation. There never will be.
Residential development doesn't pays for itself. During the period of debt-fueled exuberance (boom), 1
repeatedly expressed an opinion that the short-term economic benefits of residential development would
vanish, and only the impacts (bust) would remain. Of the eight residences closest to me in Hailey, five
are, or have been, in foreclosure. Two of these have sold to new owners, I'm not sure of the proximity
of Council members to similar suffering these realities in my neighborhood represent, but the potential
significant added costs this annexation promises to place on property owners, is entirely unacceptable.
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Pink Flioyd offered the questlon, "is anybody out there?" .| always wonder if anyone ever bothers to read
these comments or if they ever make it into the public record, and if not, why | bother to write. I've been
at this a couple of years longer than the war in Afghanistan, my opposition to the annexation of Quigley
into the City of Hailey consistent and validated through the application of logic and reason, fo the best of
my abilities.. Sprawi out a side canyon is a massive contradiction to the objective,; agreed upon by the
community, of keeping development close to the core. Annexation is a privilege, the thresheld for which
Quigley Green LLC hasn't even come close. All signs point emphatically toward denlal of thlS annexation
application. Please, l encourage you to just follow the signs! ‘ : ‘

As always, thank you for your service,

William F. Hughes
241 Eureka
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__ Bart Bingham

—
From: Carol Brown
Sent: Monday, April 23, 2012 10:26 AM
To: Daryl Fauth; Bart Bingham
Subject: RE: Some rambling thoughts re QUIGLEY dilemma from Scotty

Daryl, thanks much for your thoughts.

Bart, would you please enter these into the Quigley record? Thanks, Carol

Carol Brown - Hailey City Council {208) 788-4221
All messages sent and received from this maiibox are part of the public record

From: Daryl Fauth [DaFauth@stewart.com]
Sent: Monday, April 23, 2012 9:52 AM

To: Fritz Haemmerle; Heather Dawson; Mary Cone; Carol Brown; burkefamlly203@cox net; Don Keirn;
patcooley@haileycityhall.org

Subject: Fwd: Some rambling thoughts re QUIGLEY dilemma from Scotty

Dear Mayor, City Council & staff-

Somehow | got on this distribution list. | felt the need to respond. Please read the original email and my response and
“~. consider both points of view {mine as well as Mr.-Phillips) as you deliberate on this topic.

Thank you for your time and your dedication to a very thankless job at times!

DarylFauth
960 Foxmoor Br

Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:

From: Daryl Fauth <DaFauth@stewart.com<mailto:DaFauth@stewart.com>>

Date: April 22, 2012 8:07:37 AM PDT

To: Gloria Carlton <gloria@svskylan.net<mailto:gloria@svskylan.net>>

Cc: Anne Elliott <anneelliott@cox.net<mailto:anneelliott@cox.net>>, Chris
<cgertschen@cox.net<mailto:cgertschen@cox.net>>, Deb Gelet <DGelet@aol.com<mailto: DGelet@aol.com>>, Doug
Freestone <motonerd1@yahoo.com<mailto:motonerdi@yahoo.com>>,

"GLENSHAP @sbfmc.org<mailto:GLENSHAP @shfmc.org>" <GLENSHAP@sbfmc.org<mailto:GLENSHAP@sbfmc.org>>,
jason and mindy Smith <smith3999 @msn.com<mailto:smith3S99@msn.com>>,
"jazzSch@aol.com<mailto:JazzSch@aol.com>" <JazzSch@aol.com<mailto:JazzSch@aol.com>>, Julie Fox-Jones
<julie@adager.com<mailto:julie@adager.com>>, Karen Scheurmier

<jaglady99 @yahoo.com<mailto:jaglady99@yahoo.com>>, " kartajan@ cox.net<mailto:kartajan@cox.net>"
<kartajan@cox.net<mailto:kartajan@cox.net>>, Kristine Brock
<kristine.brock@gmail.com<mailto:kristine.brock@gmail.com>>, LaNette McDermott
<lanettemcdermott48@gmail.com<mailtc:lanettemcdermott48@gmail.com>>, Lorna Emdy
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<LEmdy@blaineschools.org<mailto:LEmdy@blaineschools.org>>, "mischal@cox.net<mailto:mischal @cox.net>"
<mischal@cox.net<mailto:mischal @cox.net>>
Subject: Re: Some rambling thoughts re QUIGLEY dilemma from Scoity -

Gloria & Fellow Hailey folks-

Somehow | got on this distribution list and after reading this email | needed to express an opinion that you all may not
agree with, but | ask you to respectfully hear me out.

I'm a runner, mountain biker, road biker and Nordic skier. | think it is fair to say that | am user of various trail systems in
our valley and can speak with a little authority on the subject.

The statement made by Mr. Phillips regarding the current trail system being sufficient is narrow-minded. {f that had
been the prevailing thought a few years ago, the Croy trail system would never have been built. Now we have frails in
the south valley open nearly a full month ahead of the trails in the north valley. We have folks from the north drlvmg 1o
Halley to use those trails, eat at our restaurants, shop:in our town, etc.

The Nordic trails added out Quigley allow parents, children and working folks in Hailey a chance to avoid.a 30 minute
drive north {one way) to access some great Nordic skiing. Children no longer have to get home late at night after Nordic
ski team...it allows an additional hour of time that'is either used to ski or get home at a decent hour to allow more time
for dinner and homewaork. Working people in Hailey can get out in winter on theirlunch break to get & quick workout:in...
" The current hiking and running trails as many users know consist mostly of steep up and down trails on the sides of \
Carbonate Della View and Quigley mountains. We lack long looped trails, with gradual inclines and declines. We havea
real shortage of trails in Hailey for runners and hikers seeking more variety closer to town.

I don't know where Mr. Phillips' mistrust of the BCRD comes from, but | know Jim Keating and many of the _
administration over there personally. To call them politically powerful and not to be trusted is misleading and reeks of
propaganda. The BCRD has done amazing things for this valley and continues to do so. Call me naive but to associate the,
BCRD with words like 'political' and 'powerful’ is taking a page out of the Fox News play book. We don't need fear
mongering.

For those of you against the Quigley development, [ respect your opinion as | would hope you respect mine. | merely ask
that you keep your minds open to other paints of view and find out the facts for yourselves. Attend meetings and open .
houses, not with your own agendas, but truly listen first. Ask questions. Do research. Talk with your city council people.
Don't stand off in the distance and label them. Same goes with the developer Dave Hennessy. Take him to lunch. Talk,
with him. He's got a family that lives here too. Go to the source and stop relying on innuendo.

Hailey is becoming a destination and not merely 'the town south of Sun Valley l am excnted for the opportumtles and
amenities Quigley can offer for Hailey to continuge to grow in that direction.

Daryl Fauth
960 Foxmoor
Hailey

Sent from my iPad

On Apr 21, 2012, at 10:58 AM, "Gloria Carlton” <gloria@svskylan.net<mailto:gloria@svskylan.net>> wrote:
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-—-Original Message—
From: scottyphi@cox.net<mailto:scottyphi@cox.net> [mailto:scottyphi@cox.net]

" Sent: Saturday, April 21, 2012 11:10 AM

*Fo: lilisimpso @aol.com<mailto:lilisimpso @aol.com>; wilfrahug@cox.net<mailto:wilirahug@cox.net>;
flyrod1083 @cox.net<mailto:flyrod 1083 @cox.net>; :
play2win@inbox.com<mailto:play2win@inbox.com>; janethca rter@cox.net<mailto:janetbcarter @cox.net>;
galen@flyidaho.com<mailto:galen@flyidaho.com>;

. maryroberson@g.com<mailto:maryroberson@g.com>; cathie508@hotmail.com<mailto:cathie508 @hotmail.com>;
reglorn@copper.net<mailto:reglorn@copper.net>;
meostopol @hotmail.com<mailto:meostopol@hotmail.com>; judypro@cox. net<max!to :judypro@cox.net>;
gloria@svskylan.net<mailto:gloria@svskylan.net>;
cmonte@cox-internet.com<mailto:cmonte @cox-internet.com>; wjpabich@gmail.com<mailto:wjpabich@gmail.com>;
gimaratea@hotmail.com<mailto:gjmaratea@hotmail.com>;
gtravelstead @evergreen-advisors.com<mailto:gtravelstead @evergreen-advisors.com>;
denisejackson@sunvalley.net<mailto:denisejackson@sunvalley.net>;
wilfrahug@cox.net<maitto:wilfrahug ®cox.net>
Cc: ScottyPhi@cox.net<mailto:ScottyPhi@cox.net>
Subject: Some rambling thoughts re QUIGLEY dilemma

TO: Quigley Group. Three things on my mind I would like to communicate:
Sat AM

1. Iam sure you saw FRI Express. If not look on back page at the full

page ad sponsored by Quigley Developer Hennessy exhorting the "vast benefits" of having 444 new lots/homes in the
City as opposed to the County.

He is sponsoring an "open housé" on the 26th, which is next Thurs. It is pure propaganda, mlsrepresentatlons, and

= otherpredlctable spin."

N 5
2. One of the things the Ad touts is , quote; " HIKING TRAILS - 11 mifes of trails on site connecting to 9 miles off site."
NORDIC TRAILS --"20km of nordic trails with race arena and sledding hill."

| wish someone would do a new letter to the editor focusing exclusively on this" trails" subterfuge and also send a strong
letter to City Council and Mayor focusing just on the" trails” absurdity.

[ may be simplistic but my view is: >>>>> ***This valley is already amply blessed with a wide plethora of trail choices of
every conceivable kind.

There are probably more year around Trail venues existing in the WR Valley than any mountain town in the West!!!
Every side canyon on public land has an FS or BLM trail system. We already have a world class groomed winter nordic
system—absolutely unexcelled. We have mountain bike trails, horse trails, and motorized use trails. We have the BIKE
PATH. (and what a fantastic public resource it isl} THE COMMUNITY IN NO WAY IS SUFFERING FROM A LACK OF
DEVELOPED SUMMER AND WINTER TRAILS!

To drastically downgrade the quality of life of our Hailey residential

neighborhoods for "developed trail ammenities” would be a TRAVESTY. That

is my personal view. Of course the hard rocker mtn. bikers and motorized

contingent AND the BCRD! (not to be trusted) have a vastly different viewpoint!

They are quite politically powerful as welll Something to think about,

Will someone out there both do an LTE and a direct letter to Mayor and City Council on this particular part of the issue.
{TRAILS)? 1may try and formulate a direct letter to city leaders.

3. Avery smart friend in Oregon {who has closely followed land use issues
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there) sent me this comment back after he read my recent LTE. | am sharing it with you. He has been here as a guest

prior to a river trip and we took a long hike up.Quigley to show him the dilemma.  Please read his thoughts on the
"growth monster."

What is REALLY in the minds of the five decision makers ? ---that is the question. Other than knowing that Frltz has a
proven dictatorial approach to things | really don't know. Pat Cooley is supposed to be against

annexation as | understand it. Carol Brown { think has integrity. Martha .

Burke strikes me as a flip flopper. | can't read Don Keirn.. | JUST DO NOT KNOW.

! do know that mindless "growth" ---at ahy social or enviromental cost is the modus operandi of the cancer cell,

Crass and unrestrained capitalism and mega- development at any cost is plundering the planet. {Peak Oil, the .
destructive-Canadian tar sands, the:XL pipeline, running out of WATER (PhD Hydrologist Wendy Pabich has sumbitted

" reams of solid documentation to the City that the water simply is NOT there for massive Quigley development!) in the
arid west, the rapid onset of Global Warming, you name it) These very same forces and dynamics let Ioose out of
Pandora's box can and will drastically downgrade our comimunity quality of life if not pu’t into

"checkmate." That is my personal view.

What is absurd and downright maddening is that Hailey does NOT NEED massive

growth projects at this time, Foreclosures are drastically up. The

economy is horrible with no immediate prognosis for sighificant improvement.

For goodness sake there are already 800 EXISTING lots ready for building & served by water, sewer, pohce, fire, snow
plowing etc within the City boundaries!

As the P and Z clearly stated on Nov. 7th, 2011 with their strong DENIAL
recommendation Quigley Annexation is simply not justified!! How can Mayor
and City Council ignore that kind of direction from their very own P and Z Commission!??
. Well , that is my "soapbox™ for today. | appreciate your forbearance as | have rambled on, Thanks for hstenlng Send to
anyone élse you wish and -
enjoy the beautiful sunny and warm weekend Best to ALL.
Scott Phillips

Here is my LTE printed in otir local paper one week ago,
(Reply from my friend)y >>>>>> Scotty -

When you say, "Quigley annexation makes zero fiscal ....sense", | presume you're speaking from the perspective of thé
community. Presumably from the perspective of the developer, it makes perfect sense.

| hope your city leaders are different than ours. Ours are of, by and for the developers. With one exception -- the city
councilors who has been elected outspent their opponents during their election by a margin of 5 or

10 to 1, using funding coming almost exclusively from developers. Our city council (as well as our chamber of commerce)
almost makes the FS look ethical in comparison.

From their perspective, there is only one thing that counts for anything and that is GROWTH. They would sacrifice
everything (everything of importance to the public) if by so doing they could (for business interests) achieve even the
smallest increment of growth, As for sacrificing their own ethics, they had.nething to sacrifice: They ran for office so that
they, themselves, could be agents of growth — or because they themselves were builders, developers or in the employ
of builders or developers. : : :
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RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES

April 26, 2012
Mayor Fritz Haemmerle
Hailey City Council
115 Main Street
Hailey, ID 83333

Dear Mayor Haemmerle and Council:

An update to the Quigley Canyon Ranch Cost / Benefit Study has been performed. This update incaorporates
the proposed increase in residential units to 444 as well as revisions to the mix of unit types. The study’s
projection period for.the costs and benefits has been extended from 15 to 25 years, reflecting the change in
residential market conditions and the proposed increase in the number of residential units.

This updated study concludes that the combined annexation and development fees are estimated to have a
combined positive impact on the city’s general fund over the first 25 years with regards to operating costs.
This study also determines an annexation fee of $2,548,560 to the General Fund reflecting the revised
number of residential units. The updated cost (expenses) and benefit (revenues) are summarized in the
following table. (Also see Table V — “Summary of General Fund Revenues and Expenses”).

General Fund Revenues / Benefit $705,228 $9,167,964
General Fund Expenses / Costs - ~ §573,572 $7,456,436
TOTAL NET GENERAL FUND ' $131,656 $1,711,528

PLUS QUIGLEY CANYON RANCH

103, 3
ANNEXATION FEE (@ $5,740 per unit) $103,320 / year $2,548,560

These figures represent an improved financial result for the development from the 2009 Cost/Benefit Study
that is attributable, in part, to the following important factors:

1. Anincrease in the City of Hailey property tax rate that improves the project’s revenues;

2. A decrease in the City of Hailey’s annual operating budget;

3. An increase in the number of residential units, and

4, An extended number of years measured due to the increase in the number of units.

The costs associated with other developer contributions to the City of Hailey and the Blaine County School
District (52,083,692) as recommended by the Planning and Zoning Commission are also inciuded in this
study.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide this continued assistance to the city on behalf of this important

project.
Respectfully submitted,

Richard Captan

Principal
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City of Hailey, Idaho
Quigley Canyon Ranch Cost / Benefit Study 2012 Update

City of Hailey officials are evaluating a proposed 444 unit residential development located in
Quigley Canyon. As a part of the city’s consideration of the project, RICHARD CAPLAN &
ASSOCIATES (RCA) was retained by the City of Hailey to prepare a Cost/ Benefit Study on the City of
Hailey of the proposed Quigley Canyon Ranch.

The primary goals in conducting this updated study:
1) Determine if the project generates sufficient general fund revenues to fund the project’s
share of city’s on-going service costs; and '
2) Determine annexation fees based on city service or operatlonal deficiencies.

The city’s annexation fee as enacted in Hailey Ordinance No. 889 requires a fee to fund system
improvements that will benefit or accommodate the proposed development and surrounding area.
This fee may be imposed at the City Council’s discretion and does not replace development impact
fees. This study also provides recommendations associated with the financial participation
conditions recommended by the Hailey Planning and Zoning Commission.

Introduction

The purpose of this study is to provide an updated analysis of the costs and benéfitsof the proposed
Quigley Canyon Ranch annexation and development on the City of Hailey. This study is based on the
proposed Quigley Canyon Ranch development plan considered in November 2011 by the Hailey
Planning and Zoning Commission and the removal of the-proposed golf course and increase in the -
total number of residential units to 444 units as proposed by the appllcant The Hennessy
Company, in August 2011,

The study calculates the cost of City of Hailey services associated: with the proposed residential
units during the first 25 years of operation. Development impact fees; water and sewer connection
fees and supplemental developer contributions reduce the total cost to a city so that the expanded
municipal tax base can carry any remaining infrastructure and annual operational costs. These are
further offset by the city’s annexatlon fee reqmrements '

There are specific factors associated with development that influence the fiscal benefits and the
costs of providing municipal sérvices to a development. Major factors infliencing the costs and
benefits include a combination of the following: -
1. The City’s tax structure and operational levels
The type of land uses
The residential mix of units ,
- The period required to complete the development, and

vk wd

The development site characteristics.

National economic conditions, including consumer confidence, employment trends, interest rates,
etc., strongly influence the success of any major development. Because of the 25 year build out
period anticipated for the Quigley Canyon Ranch, economic cycles are expected to factor into the
pace of residential development. A 25 year build out for the residential component for Quigley

RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES page 1
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City of Hailey, Idaho
Quigley Canyon Ranch Cost / Benefit Study 2012 Update

Canyon Ranch accounts for economic cycles in the housing market (See Table G — “Quigley Canyon
Ranch Residential Unit Build Out Analysis”).

in summary, this study projects the costs and benefits for the City of Hailey in conjunction with the
proposed Quigley Canyon Ranch residential development. This updated Cost/Benefit Study is
presented in seven parts:

l. Executive Summary

[Il. Annexation Fee Analysis

[1l. Benefits / General Fund Revenues +
IV. Cost of City Services

.VI. Planning and Zoning Commissicn Conditions

VI. Water and Wa-stewatef Revenues and Fees

VIl. Summary

" The 2011 Benchmark Survey of comparable cities staffing is attached as an Appendix to this study.
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l. Executive Summarv

The revised plan comprises 912 acres and a total of 444 residential units. The residential units will
be ¢onstructed in phaseés and aIl construction and 95% occupancy is projected to be complete in the
25thyear

This Cost / Benefit Study calculates the proposed fiscal impacts generated by the ngley Canyon
Ranch residential components from two perspectives:

1. One-time revenues to the City of Hailey from the proposed development are projected to
total $5,706,453 (building permits, development impact fees and the annexation fee of
$2,548,560 see Table A - “Summary of Quigley Canyon Ranch Costs and Benefits”);

2. The annual costs’ and benefits to Clty of Halley over 25 years are presented since the
project will be constructed in phases and take 25 years to be completed (See Table P —
“Cost of City of Hailey Services Year 1 ~ 25" and Table V).

These figures are enhanced as a result of the annexation fee, development impact fees and other
developer contributions conditioned as a part of the proposed development. The costs associated
with water and wastewater funds and the specific elements for all of these projections are also
described in this study.

Key assumptions incorporated into this study inciude:

e Financial projections for all revenues and expenses are in current (2012) doliars;

-+ The City of Hailey year ended September 30, 2011 revenues and expenses and the 2012
updated Capital Improvements Plan were used as a basis for municipal service levels,
cost of services and capital costs; _ :

¢ The city’s population is 7,960 residents with 3,264 persons working in the city;

¢ Quigley Canyon-Ranch will be home to 1,137 residents upon completion in year 25;

¢ Quigley Canyon Ranch will result in a total of 156 new employees working in Hailey
based upon the ratio of workers in Hailey per Hailey housing unit including the 11
live/work units; and :

e Revenue projections are based on the city’s 2011 tax rates, permit and fee schedules
except the updated D.I.F. fee as recommended in April 2012 and current water and
wastewater fee schedules.

The following Table A summarizes the total costs and benefits for the development.
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Table A

Summary of Quigiey Canyon Ranch Costs and Benefits
rnd Rovenesoures | o [ oveumepeveses | towivesa 23
General Fund LV o--- $9,167,964
Building Permits & D.I.F. K $2,421,180 n/a
Annexation Fee D $2,548,560 n/a
Water Services S n/a Offset by monthly service
Wastewater Services S n/a charges
Water-Annexation Fee T $898,190 n/a
Wastewater Annexation Fee T $3,084,150 n/a
P & Z Commission Conditions Q $2,224,029 n/a
‘GeneralFund TRy S 87456436

._'Wé‘t‘_er Sérv_ig:ég

‘Wastewater Services

The annual costs and benefits for the Quigley Canyon Ranch for to the General Fund for each year

~ are presented in Table V.

RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES

-119-

page 4



City of Hailey, Idaho
Quigley Canyon Ranch Cost / Benefit Study 2012 Update

li. Annexation Fee Analysis

Annexation fees are a one-time payment to fund system improvements that will benefit or
accommodate the areas of impact. The fee excludes off-site improvements required by the
Planning and Zoning Commission to upgrade streets, water and wastewater improvements and
related obligations that are directly related to providing appropriate levels of infrastructure to
service the development. '

The proposed annexation fee calculations are based on the premise that the City of Hailey
requirement ensures the Quigley Canyon Ranch annexation does not reduce the guality or quantity
of services the City is able to deliver to existing residents and property owners. The approach and
cost components ‘used involvé identifying service areas not prowded in the city’s development
impact fee.

The recommendéed amount of the annexation fee reflects an apportioned cost of. the proposed
Quigley Canyon Ranch’s share of current capital asset value (611,364 608) not lncludmg water and
wastewater improvements; future capital invéstments not funded’ by the city’s development
impact fee (S5,907,000); the average annual General Fund operating deficit; and those highest
priority projects and services identified in the Hailey Citizen Survey. The total annexation fee
would be $2,548,560. (See Tables B and D — “Summary of Annexation Fee Components") The

components of the annexation féee @re described in detail later in this section. T e

Table B
Summary of Annexation Fee Components

a) Current Asset Value As of September 30, 2011 $‘11,364,608

b) A portion of the Capital April 2012 Updated C.1.P. $31,517,264
Improvement Plan

c) General Fund Budget operating , 5 year average deficit $105,767

deficit

2011 Benchmark Survey

Annual Average $371,000

d) Service level deficiencies

To perform this study, current and future service units based on Hailey’s population and
employment proportional shares {service units) were used. This approach allocates the fair share
of existing and needed municipal services and capital improvement plan costs not calculated and
incorporated into the city’s development impact fee.

(4
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Revenues, fees and costs for City of Hailey services to the residents in Quigley Canyon are
calculated using the methodology utilized on behalf of the City of Hailey by the city’s initial
development impact fee consultant and the fees recommended in the 2012 Development Impact
Fee Update, the combined number of city residents and employees in Hailey. These service units
are the basis for establishing development impact fees in Hailey and across idaho as the
standardized method for allocating the cost of municipal services and capital improvements as
foliows: o
City Population

+ Hailey Employment
= Total Service Units

The 444 residential units in Quigley Canyon Ranch are projected to result in 1,137 new residents
and the 156 added employees representing the proportionate share of Quigley Canyon residents
that will be employed in Hailey. These 1,137 residents and 156 jobs equals 1,293 service units. This
total represents 6.3% of the city’s total projected service units upon development in year 25. (See
Table C~ “Hailey and Quigley Canyon Ranch Service Units.”)

" Other Hailey in-fill development during this 25 year period is based on the city’s low growth rate for
the next 25 years prepared in February 2012 that assumes a 1.5% growth through 2015 followed by
2.5% each year thereafter. Employment growth is based U.S. Census Bureau average annual
employment growth in Hailey from 1998 through 2008. These population figures represent the
city’s most recent projections used for planning the city’s future water and wastewater facilities.
These projections reflect that Quigley Canyon Ranch would represent 19% of the housing units
constructed over this 25 year period.

Table C .
Hailey and Quigley Canyon Ranch Service Units

Population 7,960 CUE37 5838 6,975 14,935
Employment 3264 | 156 . 2,274 2,430 5,694
TOTAL Service 11,224 1,293 - 8,112 9,405 20,629
Units . RN

% of Total 54.4% 6.3% 39.3% N/A 100%
Service Units v - .

Source: 2010 Hailey Comprehensive Plan; U.S. Census Bureau; U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis.
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Graph A
Current and Projected Service Units with Quigley Canyon Ranch

] Eg(isfing r Projected Hailey E Projected Quigley Cany’on

Projected Quigley
Canyon Ranch™’
1,293
6.3%

. Sidw 0 b Y et e oo

As noted, it is recommended that the city utilize the annexation fee to capture resources through
the annexation process. The proposed annexation fee is calculated using the following methods:

a) Share of Capital Asset Value / “Buy-In" to the City — This identifies and apportions existing
land, capital and equipment assets that benefit the city as well as the increased population
from the proposed annexation. This method is sometimes called a “buy-in” or a “cost
recovery method.” This incorporates the current value of existing facilities and
infrastructure. ‘ ' ‘

The capital assets include land, building, equipment and machinery, and infrastructure and
have a current value of $11,364,608 as reported in the City of Hailey’s Basic Financial
Statements for the year ending September 30, 2011. This value does not include real
estate because the value of city-owned fand is subject to such wide variables. It also
excludes city owned water rights.
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b) Share of Projected Capital Improvement Plan — This identifies and apportions the $31.5
million updated capital improvements plan from 2013 — 2032 identified in the City's
Updated 2012 Capital Improvement Plan. It allocates a proportionate share of the projects
not funded by D.L.F. funds, grants or bond measures since future bond measures will be
shared by future property owners in Quigley Canyon Ranch.

Department Total Projects
Parks and Trails $1,696,503
Transportation $16,749,950
Fire/EMS . $10,330,850
Police $2,739,961
TOTAL C.L.P. $31,517,264
Less Growth Related C.I.P. Projects ($8,128,151)
Less Grants, DIF, Bond & URA Funds (56,221,000)
Net C.I.P. $17,168,113

The results of the 2012 Hailey Citizen Survey identified and prioritized unsatisfactory service
levels and routine street, alley and sidewalk maintenance needs and deficiencies have been
incorporated into the updated April 2012 C.I.P.

c) General Fund Operating Deficit — In three of the last five years the city has had to draw
upon its reserve funds to balance the annual budget. This factor accounts for the average
supplemental financial support that has been required because of the city’s constrained
general fund revenue sources.

d) Service Deficiencies — The city has underfunded several,b'asic services since available
resources to carry out on-going city services are below peer cities due to the city’s current
general fund revenue structure. The cost of increased service levels which represents six
unfunded personnel are apportioned to Quigley Canyon Ranch proportionate to the added
service units from the project. These deficiencies have been quantified in the 2011
Benchmark Survey presented in detail in the Appendix to this study.

In summary, a total of 444 additional residential units would result in an annexation fee of $5,740
per residential unit. The following table (Table D — “Annexation Fee Analysis”) summarizes the
$2,548,560 basis for the proposed annexation fee.
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Table D -
Annexation Fee Analysis

a) Current Asset Value (a) $11,364,608 | $715,970
b) Updated Capital Improvement Plan $17,168,113 $1,081,591
¢) General Fund operating defi;it b) ‘ $2,644_,_17_5 X6.3% $166,583
eners) Fund operstionsdefem | 9275000 $584,325
Sub-Total | $40,451,896 X6.3% $2,548,469
IOTAL | ,

Allgcated to existing residents and X93.7% =

businesses and in-fill over 25 year period’ 5’3'7,9”93‘,4277' ‘

Allocated to Quigley Canyon Ranch" o : X 6.3% $2,548,469
Quigley Canyon Ranch Fee Per Residential Unit (based on 444 units) $5,.740

"y

(a) Source: City of Hailey Financial Statement year énd September 30, 2011. :
(b) The amount represents a five year average General Fund anntial ‘operating deficit. ‘covered by fund

balances since fiscal year 2007/08 as follows:

FY 2007/08 -
Y 2008/09
FY 2009/10
FY2010/11
FY 2011/12

($294,767)
;. ($60,000) .. -

($233,343).
$60,726

0

Total Operating Deficit

Anriual Average

($528,836)
($105,767) (25 years = $2,644,175§

(c) Represents City of Hailey ‘below 2011 Benchmark Survey (sée Appendix) estimated to be at least six
urifunded full-time city positions at ari-annual average cost of $56,000 pér employee or a total of $371,000 as |

follows:
Police
Fire

Engineering & Streets

4.0 persons (at an average of $66,000 per officer)
1.5 persons {at an average of $56,000 per person)

0.5 persons (at an average of $46,000 per person)

Total:

$371,000 per year (25 years = $9,275,000)
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Ill. Benefits / General Funds Revenues

Fiscal benefits to the City of Hailey from the proposed annexation are presented in two parts—
annual revenues and one-time revenues. General Fund revenues have been calculated using the
following methodologies:

Table E
General Fund One-Time and Annual Revenues Methodology

City of Hailey Property Tax N/A Assessed value

Franchise Fees ‘ N/AS Per housing unit

Amount spent per household

| Option T
Local Option Taxes N/A on food & beverages

Business & Alcohol Beverage

. N/A N/A
Licenses
General Government (a) N/A < | Multiple sources (See Table N}
Building Permits & Fees Square footage Per housing unit
Development impact Fees Unit type Per housing unit

(a) General Government revenues include sales taxes received through Blaine County, motor vehicle fines,
library fines and State of Idaho shared sales from liquor, sales tax and highway uses.

A. General Fund Annual Revenues

1. Property Tax Revenues

Property taxes will be the largest source of annual revenues from Quigley Cahyon Ranch
development. The projected values and property taxes of the residential units will be driven by the
lot sale prices. ’

Property taxes generated from all residential units upon combletion are projected to total $521,609
annually to the City of Hailey upon completion in year 25 using the City of Hailey’s 2011 property
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tax rate (2.311695) through 2020 until the General Obligation Bond levy is paid and then eliminated
from the tax bill and the levy reverts to the average City of Hailey pre-bond levy rate of 1.810794.

The city’s property tax rate will fluctuate upward and downward over the 25 year projection period
influenced by changes in assessed value from other new development in the city, changes in
market values of existing properties, potential municipal bond obligations, as.well as constraints
imposed by Idaho law. Because of the unknown factors that will inevitably alter the current
property tax rate, it is reasonable and prudent to use the current city property tax rate for this -
study. The unit values used in these projections reflect a combined average reduction of 31% in
value from the figures presented by the applicant in 2009.

Table F ‘ | :
Quigley Canyon Ranch Property Taxes by Housing Unit Type

Live/ Work Unit 11 $260,000 ' $2,860,000 $6,210
Townhomes 16 $300,000 $4,800,000 $5,615
40' X 100’ (SF) 42 §350,000 sia700000 | $11,803" |
45’ X 100’ (SF) ‘ 52 $400,000 $20,800,000 - $20,327
50'X 100° (SF) 59 $425,000 $25,075,000 $21,155
55’ X 100’ (SF) 27 $400,000 $10,800,000 $9,827 -
60’ X 110’ (SF) 75 $300,000 $22,500,000 $40,533 -
80 x 120’ (SF) 34 $400,000 . $13,600,000 $20,956
% acre’ ‘ 38 © $440,000 ’ $16,720,000 $41,073
% acre 7 24 ' $675,000 $16,200;000 $46,014
Estate lots (>i.2 a.) 43 $1,250,000 $53,750,000 $136,543
Estate lots (>3.9a.) 17 $1,650,000 $28,050,000 $104,662
Estate lots (4+ a.) 6 $4,750,000 $28,500,000 $56,801
TOTAL YEAR 25 444 units N/A- $258,355,000 $521,609

Note: Property tax projections include the $75,000 per unit homeowner’s exemption for 418 units.
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Projected Residential Build Out Analysis

Hailey has constructed an average of 96 new residential units per year from 1990 through 2010.
Based on the adjusted low population projections, an average of 92 units per year is projected for
the next 25 years. The absorption of 444 additional resident units, or an average of 18 units per
year, in Quigley Canyon Ranch represents 19%, or less than one in five new units, of the city’s
average projected residential development. (See Table G - “Quigley Canyon Ranch Build Out
Analysis.”) Given the size of the proposed development and the mix of residential lots sizes and
prices, Quigley Canyon Ranch’s 19% capture rate of the city’s future housing units over the next
25 years is reasonable.

Table G

Quigley Canyon Ranch Build Out Analysis

1990 - 1999 1,068 107 N/A N/A 111%
2000 - 2010 951 86 N/A N/A '90%
Total 1990 - 2010 2,013 units 96 units N/A N/A 100%
Pro!'ected Ann_ual Re'sidential In-fill for 25 Year 1,850 units 74 unifs 81% of total
Period (excluding Quigley Canyon Ranch) ‘

IeyCanvonRanch ,Es?imatéd 25 Ye:a"f‘Pve;'iod 444un|ts o : ’ 18umts 1§%‘;of-vt§tafl»,‘
zsvearprojectEdTOtal | 2’2 86 unlts _‘~ : ' e '; _ ‘ 100% ot

2. Franchise Fees

The City of Hailey has four franchise fees collected on all residential properfies. Hailey collects a 5%
franchise fee for cable television, 3% franchise fee for gas, 1% franchise fee on electric services and

6% on rubbish hauling for all residential and commercial customers in the city limits.
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Table H
Annual Franchise Fee Revenues

:Z)termountam”Gas" ' 3% . 4020 ‘ . $'27.60‘ : ” $_12A,2/§{}“
Idaho Power 1% $930 $9.30 ' $4,129
Cable T.V. 5% $186 $9.30 v $4,129
Rubbish / Solid . | T |
Waste 6% $265 $15.90 $7,060
| TOTAL at Year 25 ' $2,301 per unit $62.10 per unit $27,572

(a) Rate reflects Idaho Power’s 3.44% rate increase effective 1/1/2012 and Intermountain Gas' proposed 4.5% raté
decrease in 2012.

3. Local Opt_ibn‘Tax Revenues

Local option taxes will also be generated from the new households residing in Quigley Canyon
Ranch. The City of Hailey collects local option taxes {L.O.T.) as follows: "
‘e 3% tax on the rental vehicle charge for each rental vehlcle at the Fnedman Memorlal
. Airport;
¢ 3% tax on the room occupancy charge for each hotel/motel room;
o 2% tax on the sales price of each retail sale of alcohol by the drink; and
e 1% tax oh the sales price of éach retail sale of restaurant food.

L.0.T. Collections

Local option taxes from the sale of restaurant food and alcohol will be generated by expenditures
from the 444 new households in Quigley Canyon Ranch. in order to project the amount of sales
subject to L.O.T,, the U.S. Census reported median household data for Blaine County at $62,717.
This income was applled to the future Quigley Canyon Ranch households and used for these
projections. The national average amount of food purchase away from home per household (i.e.,
restaurant food) spends 5.37% of their household income. It was assumed that one-half of food'
purchased away from home was spent in Hailey, and the other 50% will be spent elsewhere.
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To project L.O.T. for alcohol by the drink sales from Quigley Canyon Ranch households, it was
calculated that $0.41 for every $1.00 in L.O.T. of restaurant food sales is collected by the city. The
combined net result is a projected total of $20,662 annually in L.O.T. as presented in the following
Table 1. (“Quigley Canyon Ranch L.O.T. Collections”)

Table |
Quigley Canyon Ranch L.O.T. Collections

Blaine County Median Annual Household Income 2009 $62,717
x 5.37% of Household Income spent for food away from home = $3,368 per household
TOTAL households food away from home sales for 444 41,495,349
households _ _ ,
x Estimated 50% of food away from home sales occurring in . $747.674
Hailey x Hailey 1% restaurant food & 2% drink sales L.O.T. = $14,953
Plus alcoho! L.O.T. (amount based on $0.41 collected in Hailey
for alcohol L.O.T. for every $1.00 collected for food L.O.T.) +56.131
Sub-Total L.O.T. from Quigley Canyon Ranch households
. $21,084

collections
(Less adjusted for 5% housing vacancy rate) . (5422)

- TOTAL L.O.T. from Quigley Canyon Ranch households at Year $20,662
25 (422 households) ' !

Source: U.S. Census Bureau; City of Hailey Finance Department.

4. Other General Fund Annual Revenues

As a result of Quigley Canyon Ranch adding 1,137 residents, the General Fund will receive increased
‘revenues from the State of Idaho from highway users, liquor and sales tax collection predominantly
distributed on a per capita basis. Additional sales tax revenues will be remitted from Blaine County.
New residents will also be contributing to the city motor vehicle and library fines and memberships.
- Altogether, these sources are projected to generate $135,385 in annual revenues. (See Table J -

“Other General Fund Annual Revenues.”)
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Table J. .
Other General Fund Annual Revenues

State and County Revenue Sources:

Sales Tax
Revenues through $75,729 ‘| Population ‘ $9.51 $10,817
Blaine County
State Share ; - o Lo
Highway Users 5269,393 Population ‘ $33.84 538,480
' -~ 1 -Liquor sales in city . ’

State Shared $139,509 proportiohate to $17.53 $19,927
Liquor Tax e

. i statewide sales o e
State Shared Sales $430,625 Population $54.10 ‘ $6'1',5i0'

Tax

Local Revenue Sources:

| Motor Vehicle Per capita based on

! $52,554 . | 33%oftotalfines | = $2.20 - . §2;502 -
Fines sy
¥ paid by residents, e
Library Fines & Quigley Canyon s
Memberships 521,000 .Ranch service units 5187 ol 52'148
OTHER GENERAL FUND ANNUAL TOTAL at Year 25 $135,385

Note: Per capita based on U.S. Census Hailey 2010 population of 7,960,

B. Onetime Revenues

The City of Hailey has an assortment of non-recurring fees and revenues tied to new development
that offset municipal service costs during the planning and construction of a project, including plan
check, building permits and inspection fees. Development lmpact .water and wastewater
connection fees also contribute to a proportionate share of the capital cost of road, parks, police
and fire capital improvements, as well as water and wastewater facilities. These one-time révenues
are derived by a combination of the value of the specific requirements to serve the developmeént.

The updated development impact fees (D.LF.) for the single family residential units are based on
$1,810 per unit and for the 11 live/work and 16 townhhome units are $1 450 per unit. The total fees
collected for these services are projected to be $2,421,180.
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Table K

Building Related and Development Impact Fees and Permits

417

Residential $3,665 $1,810 per unit $5,475 $2,283,075
Units :

27 tive/Work

& $3,665 $1,450 per unit $5,115 $138,105
Townhomes

BUILDING RELATED FEES $1,627,260
DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES $793,920
TOTAL 444 UNITS $2,421,180

(a) Residential fees are based on an average 2,000 square foot single family unit.

Source: City of Hailey Building Department.

Total General Fund Revenues

in summary, the total estimated revenues for the General Fund generated by the Quigley Canyon
Ranch is projected to be $705,228 per year in year 25 and $5,706,453 in onetime non-recurring

revenues. (See Table L.)

Table L

Total Annual Revenues at Build Out and Onetime Revenues Summary

City of Hailey Property Taxes $521,609
Franchise Fees $27,572

. N/A
Local Option Taxes $20,662
Other General Government $135,385
General Fund $705,228 $9,700,197 .-
One-Time Revenues (Plan, Building Related '
Permits and Development Impact Fees: 32,421, 180
Annexation Fee: . - » 53 285273
Total Onetime Revenues a-- - $5,706,453
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V. Cost of City Services

The costs of providing municipal services are projected based on a combination of the number
service units for all general city government services with the exception of building department
costs. Annual building department costs are equal to the combined fees charged by the city for plan
review, building permit and final inspection since these fees are established and are revenue
neutral, they are based on the cost associated with providing these municipal services.

Based on the city’s actual year ended 2011 Financial Statement, one service unit equals $392, plus
building department related expenses based on an average cost per unit. Therefore, the projected
annual cost of services to the City of Hailey of Quigley Canyon Ranch will reach $573,572 in year 25
(See Table M.)

The following Table M calculates the proportionate cost-of services share by city department of
Hailey city to Quigley Canhyon Ranch. (See Table M — “Projected Annual General Fund Cost of
Services.”} These costs include financial contribution for public transportation provided by contract
through-Mountain Rides presented in Tables P and Q (“Valley Bus Route Service Unit Allocatxon
and “Mountain Rides Valley Bus Route Cost / Benefit Analysis.”) :

These costs are projected to be reached in the 25" yieat of the development.
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. Table M
Projected Annual General Fund Cost of Services

Legislative $223,144 $19.90 $25,706
Finance §272,755 $24.30 $31,421
Fire ‘ $456,422 $40.70 $52,580
Police $1,430,132 $27.40 $164,751
Library $466,024 $41.50 $53,686
Public Works & Engineering $124,124 $11.10 $14,299
Streets : $832,127 $74.10 $95,861
Parks and Recreation $221,712 $19.75 $25,541
Planning . $231,949 $20.70 $26,720
Building $95,410 23,670 Z‘:‘:th"us'"g $66,053 (b)
Sub-Total General Fund $4,388,427 ' $380 $557,911
Mountain Rides (for circular route) $65,000 $5.80 $7,488
Operating Deficit Transfer (5 year $70,950 $6.30 48,173
average)

TOTAL: Per Service Unit; Total ' $392 per service

Amount at Year 25 T unit $573,572

Source: City of Hailey, Idaho Financial Statement Year Ended September 30, 2011.
{(a) Based on 11,224 service units in Hailey.
(b) Based on Quigley Canyon Ranch permitting 18 residential units per year.

Public Transportation

The City of Hailey contributes to public transportation services provided by Mountain Rides.
Mountain Rides serves Hailey residents and employees with the Valley bus route system and with a
circular bus system operating within Hailey. Both of these services will be available to and utilized
by residents and visitors of Quigley Canyon Ranch. Therefore, a pro-rated fair share of these public
transportation costs has been calculated and incorporated into the annexation fee.

Hailey Circular Bus Route

The City of Hailey currently allocates $65,000 annually to Hailey’s circular bus system. The share of
Quigley Canyon Ranch’s service units have been used to determine the share of this cost to be
aliocated to the proposed annexation fee. Based on this share, at year 25 Quigley Canyon Ranch'’s
costs will be $7,488. These costs are incorporated into the totals presented in Table M — “Projected
Annual Cost of Services for Quigley Canyon Ranch.”
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Valley Bus Route

A different annexation fee methodology is required to determine the amount associated with the
Valley bus route since the public transportation system is also utilized by persons other than
residents and employees within Hailey. The cost for the Valley bus route is estimated to be
approximately $703,000. This cost is offset by an average revenue of $1.11 per rider for this service
according to Mountain Rides operating figures.

Mountain Rides ridership figures indicate that approxxmately 70% of the Valley bus route originates
or terminates in Hailey. Consequently, to determine the appropriate share for Quigley Canyon
Ranch, those persons residing in the Hailey ZIP code 83333 outside of the city limits are also
considered users of the Valley bus route. These residents and employees have been factored into
determining Quigley Canyon Ranch’s share of the Valley bus system. (See Table N — “Valley Bus
Route Service Unit Allocation.”)

After projecting fare revenues from Qungley Canyon Ranch residents and employees, the Valley bus
route will be a cost of $18, 087 in year 25. (See.Table O — “Mountain Rides Valley Bus Route Cost
/Benefit Analysis.”) These amounts are in lleu of the developer’s proposed $100,000 one-time -
contribution to public transit.

Table N
Valley Bus Route Serwce Umt Allocation

City of Hailey 11,912 20,629 N/A

Quigley Canyon Ranch 0 1,148 N 3.7%
Other Valley Bus Riders: : B :
Residents in 83333 beyond - 2,153 2,153 ~ N/A

| Hailey city limits o

Residents and employees

in Bellevue ZIP code 83313 | 4,391 6.811. N7A

Total Service Units | 18,456 ‘ 30,741 o 100%

Source: U.S. Census 2000, 2010; Hailey Comprehensive Plan; City of Bellévue Comprehensive Plan.

The following table projects the Quigley Canyon Ranch fair share contrlbution for the VaHey bus
route in year 25. ' o :
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Table O
Mountain Rides Valley Bus Route Cost / Benefit Analysis

2011 Ridership 162,366 riders ($703,639)

X 70% Originating/Terminating in Hailey 113,650 riders ($492,515)
- — - -

X 3.7% Quigley Canyon Ranch share of 4,209 riders ($26,035)

Valley Bus Route

Revenues: Fare Collections per Valley
: N/A . 7,948
Rider (@$1.11 per rider x 7,160 riders) / ?

Quigley Canyon Ranch Total at Year 25 N/A ($18,087)

Source: Mountain Rides Annual Budget.

In summary, the following Table P (“Cost of City of Hailey General Fund Services Years 1 — 25”)
illustrates the general fund cost per year to the City of Hailey from years 1 through 25. The annual
residential cost includes a proportionate share of all city service costs plus costs associated with an
annual average of 5% of the residential units being constructed.
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Table P

Cost of City of Hailey General Fund Services Years 1'— 25

1 a% | $ 22,943 $ 22,943
2 8% | $ 45,886 $ 68,829
3 12% $ 68,829 $ 137,657
4 16% $ 91,772 $ 229,429
5 20% $114,714 $344,143
6 24% ' $137,657 $481,800
7 28% $160,600 $ 642,401
8 32% $183,543 - $825,944
9 36% $206,486 © $1,032,430
10 40% $229,429 $1,261,858
11 44% $252,372 $1,514,230
12 | a8% | $275315 _ $1789,545
13 .| 5% . $298,257 1$2,087,802
14 56% $321,200 $2,409,002
15 60% $344,143 $2,753,146
16 64% $367,086 $3,120,232
17 68% $390,029 $3,510,261
18 72% $412,972 $3,923,232
19 76% $435,915 $4,359,147
20 80% $458,858 $4,818,005
21 84% $481,300 $5,299,805
22 88% $504,743 $5,804,549
23 92% $527,686 $6,332,235
24 96% $550,629 46,882,864
25 100% $573,572 $7,456,436
TOTAL General Fund Cost Years 1 - 25 $7,456,436
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V. Planning and Zoning Commission Conditions

In addition to payments of fees, permits, licensés and taxes paid by the developer, home builders
and future residents, the Hailey Planning and Zoning Commission recommended contributions as a
part of the conditions for approval of the Quigley Canyon Ranch project. These conditions address

‘land use, transportation needs, recreation uses, wildlife protection, water systems and public

facilities.

Included in the November 7, 2011 Hailey Planning and Zoning Commission recommended
conditions was the statement that “the applicant shall contribute to the City an amount
determined through the fiscal impact analysis.” This part of the study identifies the non-water and
wastewater project amounts to be assigned to these conditions.

These conditions formalize city comprehensive plan policies, and zoning ordinances and
development standards should not be construed as a direct cost or benefit to the city. The
conditions ensure that proposed developments reflect city standards (road improvements, water

availability, etc.) and community values (protection of wildlife, site design, etc.} of Hailey citizens as
enacted in city codes and policies.

These Planning and Zoning Commission conditions reflect legitimate development site design,
water demand, access and/or on-site traffic and circulation improvements or density on a proposed
project. They are required as a direct result of developing Quigley Canyon Ranch and serving its
residents and would not be required but for the development of Quigley Canyon Ranch. ‘

These conditions and subsequent costs of the Planning and Zonlng Commlssmn are subject to a
final decision by the Hailey Mayor and City Council. :
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Table Q . ,
Recommended Quigley Canyon Ranch Fees

- Pro-rated share of Hailey ‘
17. Public Transit Part of General Fund | ridership of Valley bus; V.alley Route: $12,157
. Expenditures - Service units for circular Circular Route: 581,990
: route : : Total $94,057 -
65. Fire Station $1,525,000 - N/A; To be a part of a future $0
o - : bgn_d measure -
66. School Facility See next section of the study “Blaine County School $2,083,692

District Financial Assistance”

37. City Well $825,000 Based on SPF Study Amount included in
water annexation fee
67. Library — T emoved . L L
expansion at the Fox | = * Remove " ON/A : $0
Building from C.I.P, ,

Blaine County School District Financial Assistance

Planning and Zoning Commission condition that the Quigley Canyon Ranch development be
responsible for contributing to the Blaine County School District an amount to be recommended by
this study.

Based on the projected number of housing units and total projected population, Quigley Canyon
Ranch is expected to generate approximately 174 new students based on the Blaine County wide
average of 154 public schoo! students per 1,000 Blaine County residents. Given the Blaine County
School District’s 20:1 student/teacher ratio, Quigley Canyon Ranch will generate a demand for
approximately nine additional classrooms. Although it is difficult to place an exact cost for a single
classroom, the preliminary estimates from the Blaine County School District for new facilities
anticipate the preliminary cost for a new middle school of approximately $30 million and a new
elementary school of approximately $14 million.

Hailey and the Blaine County School District do not have a formal school impact fee. Idaho’s
development impact fee statute does not provide a methodology for setting a contribution to
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public school from new development. However, 32 states have school-related impact fees,
including Montana, Washington and Oregon.

Some states, such as California, require a dedication of land for schools for new residential
subdivision(s) based on the number of new residential units. Where school impact fees are imposed
on new development, the latest survey found that the national average impact fee for schools for a
single family unit was $4,693 according to the most recent report published by the non-profit
National Clearinghouse for Educational Facilities.

For Hailey, it is recommended that financial participation be based on the number of new housing
units. Since there are no formal school impact fee benchmarks in idaho, it is recommended that
the national school impact fee average serve as a guide to determine the appropriate contribution
on behalf of the Quigley Canyon Ranch.

Regional and national school impact fee assessments, the extent of their use and the fees are as
follows:

Area Extent of Impact Fee Use School Impact Fee Assessed

Oregon 25 school districts Average fee: $2,000 per unit
Washington 15 school districts __Range: $4,017 to 57,000+ per unit
U.S. Average 32 states . $4,693 per residential unit

Source: King County Department of Development and Environmental Services; National Clearinghouse
for Educational Facilities National Impact Fee Study 2008,

Based on these standards, it is recommended that a contribution per housing unit equivalent to the
national average be applied to Quigley Canyon Ranch, or $4,693 per unit. It is further
recommended that this amount be paid phased to coincide with the opening of each phase of
Quigley Canyon Ranch. Based on the revised Quigley Canyon Ranch plan for 444 residential units,
this total school district contribution is recommended to be $2,083,692.

in summary, the total cost associated with the Hailey Planning and Zoning Commission conditions,
subject to City Council approval, over and above those improvements and dedications required to
serve Quigley Canyon Ranch is estimated to be $596,760 to the City of Hailey and $1,981,572 to the
Blaine County School District. '
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Table R
Costs of Hailey Planning and Zoning Commission Conditions

P & Z site design

1 No development in Deadmans As required - .
T N . . ) consideration |
’ o ' o P & Z site design
2 Development past d bited o
velopment past pond prohibite As required consideration
- 10 . | No lots.greater than % acre As required P& Z S»IFe 'd.e,s:gn
. ; _ 1. Vcrong.lderatlon
14 Roundahout at Fox Acres - : As required P& Z S'[Fe t;r?ﬁ]c
‘ consideration -
15 Sidewalks on Quigley & Bullion As required P &‘Z.‘S]te t'ranspo‘rtatlon
. consideration
17 Public Transit - $94,057 " | See Tables0 & Q
25 Active play fields ‘  As required Based on Hailey Parks

Master Plan Standards

Required to serve

36 Water rights to city Quigley Canyon Rarich To be determined:
: Fair share amount Based on estimate from
37 City well - included in water SPF Study required to
annéxation fee serve Quigley Canyon
Participation accounted
65 Fire Station $0 for as part of Non-DIF

C.I.P. if reconsidered
The City acts as a pass

Blaine County School District

66 2,083,692 o
i Contribution . ? ‘ through to the District
, ' ' o : ;Based on 1,148 service
67 Library participation . - $47,068 units at:$41 per library
: : ) o _service unit
TOTAL B | $2,224,817

Open Space Land Dedication.

The intent of the developer is to dedicate land used for open space and parks to the City of Hailey.
This land represents portions of the 912 acres currently under private ownership. According to the
Blaine County Assessor’s Office, these combined parcels in the development are currently valued at
an average of approximately $68 per acre or a total market value of the land dedication of 579+
acres of approximately $36,794.

No property taxes are currently accruing to the City of Hailey. However, upon annexation the open
space land would be required to pay a modest property tax to the city but for it being dedicated.
The loss of this small amount of property taxes by the proposed dedication will be offset by the
future increased value of the City's total assets.
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VI. Water and Wastewater Revenues and Fees

The City of Hailey will collect monthly service charges from the Quigley Canyon Ranch for
connection to and use of the city’s water and wastewater systems. Both of these services operate
separately from the general fund as enterprise funds. The monthly fees collected by the city for
water and wastewater are based on the fees covering annual operating expenses. Therefore,
based on the city’s prevailing and continuing policy of setting water and wastewater monthly fees
at a rate that offsets the operating expenses, there are neither net revenues nor net expenses
projected to be incurred by either of these funds. (See Table S — “Annual Water and Wastewater
Revenues and Operating Expenses.”)

Table S
Annual Water and Wastewater Revenues and Operating Expenses

o

Per Residential 200 gpd
. A .

Unit Junit $34.00 N/ $40.72 N/A
All Residential
Units 88,000 gpd $15,096 $181,152 $18,080 $216,960
Total Revenues :

$181,152 $214,024
Total Annual Expenses ($181,152) ($214,024)

_

Net Total at Year 25 _ S0 S0

(a) Residential based upon average winter diversion of 6,000 gallon per month per hook-up.

Onetime Fees

Water and wastewater connection fees are assessed upon hook-up for the replacement of capital
improvements water and wastewater and will be paid by each residential unit and commercial
business in Quigley Canyon Ranch. In addition to the projects covered by these connection fees,
other water and wastewater capital improvements are also required because of the development
of Quigley Canyon Ranch and necessitate a water and wastewater annexation fee. Some of these
capital improvements not otherwise required will, in fact, benefit other parts of Hailey beyond
Quigley Canyon Ranch. Therefore, the estimated share of benefit to Quigley Canyon Ranch has
been allocated to determine the water and wastewater annexation fee. The balance of each
project’s cost will be absorbed by non-Quigley Canyon Ranch water and wastewater resources.
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The following Table T - “Water and Wastewater Connection and Annexation Fees” summarizes the
elements of the $3,372;624 in connection fees to be paid as Quigley Canyon Ranch develops, as
well as the $3,982,340 proposed water and wastewater annexation fees based on the water and
wastewater capital project costs allocated to Quigley Canyon Ranch. The Quigley Canyon Ranch
allocated share of costs presented in the Table U (“Water and Wastewater Capital ,Project
Allocations”) serve as the basis for determining the water and wastewater annexation fees.

Table T
Water and Wastewater Connection and Annexatlon Fees

Water Connection Fee B $3,817 $1,694,748
Wastewater Connection Fee $3,279 $1,455,876
Meter Cost - o 8400 $177,600
Inspection Fee 5106- $44,400
Total Connection Fees . $7,596 ’ $3,372,624

Water and Wastewater Annexation Fees (a) ; ' ‘

Water Annexation Fee - . : : : ' - $898,190
Wastewater Annexation Fee ) $3,084,150
Total Water and Wastewater Annexation Fee $3,982,340

(a) See Table U on following page.

The following Table U lists the 2011 Water and Wastewater C..P. and fair share of each capital
project allocated to Quigley Canyon Ranch.
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Table U

Water and Wastewater Capital Project Aliocations

Water Projects

City Well (does not credit cost for

Based on SPF

RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES
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25,000

land) $825,0 study 5764,000
3rd Avenue Wellhouse & Contact 4
Basin $500,000 $31,500
Shop & Office $350,000 $22,050
Middle School Irrigation $15,000 $945
Woodside Blvd. Irrigation Pump $50,000 $3,150
Station ! _ !
Lions, Hop Porter Irrigation Systems $115,000 6.3% $7,245
Heagle Irrigation Systems $75,000 $4,725
Second Avenue Water Main $465,000 $29,295
Silver Street Water Main $260,000 $16,380
Installation ) ! ,
Woodside Water Grid $300,000 $18,900
Improvements ! '

) $135,000 N/ A; participation paid through water
River Street Water Main Upgrade ! connection fee
Total Water Projects / $3,090,000 NIA | e
Water AnnexationFee @ | = ==----- $898,190
Wastewater Projects .
Woodside trunk line along Bike $2,325,000 100% $2,325,000
Path e e
Reclaimed Water Pipeline $2,200,000 8.3% $138,600
WWTP Treatment Capacity $9,850,000 6.3% $620,550
Expansion AR
WWTP Fuel Storage $27,000
WWTP Tertiary Filter Addition $8,330,000 N/ A; cost participation paid through wastewater
Replace Carbonate Drive Sewer $ 121,000 connection fee
Main !
WWTP Aerobic Digester Building & $ 950,000
Dome !
Total Wastewater Projects / $23,803,000 Na | T
Wastewater Annexation Fee |  __..... $3,982,340
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Vil. Summary

in conclusion, the adjustment of city rates and fees in the past has resulted in the city positioning
itself to satisfactorily recover the costs of new development. The annual and 25 year cost/benefit
to the City of Hailey General Fund is summarized in the following Table V.

TableV

SUMMARY OF GENERAL FUND ANNUAL COSTS AND BENEFITS

Year 1 %of General Fund Expenses General Fund Revenues NET TOTAL
S| Units ' -1 Annual Total cost/
Built | AnnualCost | TotalCost | .= ° BENEFIT
‘ ‘Revenues Revenue

$ 28,209

$ 5266
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These annual projections are for the General Fund and do not include the annexation fee,
development impact fees and other developer contributions conditioned by the Planning and
Zoning Commission or the Hailey City Council as a part of the proposed development’s approval.

Finally, it should be noted that there is aiso a multiplier effect of City of Hailey revenues not
included in these financial benefits which will further contribute to the Hailey economy. Multipliers
are the result of dollars spent in the community on construction materials, from wages earned by
the additional employees resulting from the proposed development, etc. These indirect benefits
are not incorporated into this cost/benefit study because they do not have a directly quantifiable
“fiscal impact on the city government. Nevertheless, these multipliers will supplement Hailey’s
economic base while the project is under construction.

Rictarnd Caplan
April 26, 2012
RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES

RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES
_ 609 W. 70" Street
Kansas City, MO 64113
(816) 888-3127
richcaplan@aol.com
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APPENDIX: Benchmark Suwey 2011

RCA  has updatéd a. 2007 Benchmark Survey of staffing levels comparing Hailey’s police,.
engineering, streets and fire service levels with those of seven comparably sized, growing cities in
non-urban settings similar to Hailey. The survey reveals the level of municipal staffing required and
Hailey’s comparative position and potential need for additional funds to suppert current service

levels.

In instances where Hailey. is below average on these service levels, it is appropriate for the
annexation fee to incorporate an amount equal to what is necessary for Hailey to offer the average
level of service. The service levels are‘based on a per capita basis for the seveén cities .and compared.
to Hailey. : L

Five of the seven cities do not operate their own fire department but are part of regional fire

services, Therefore, a benchmark for fire services was not able to be determined. However, given

Hailey’s below average service levels in other areas, it is reasonable to conclude that the Hailey Fire

Department is also below average. A conservative short fall level equal to one-third of the police
- service level shortfall was applied to the Hailey Fire Department staffing level.

The Results of the Benchmark Survey are summarized in the following table.

Rathdrum, Idaho 6,826 . - 14 5 N/A; Regional
Sandpoint, idaho - - . 8370 - .| . . . 23 .9 10 .
Avon, Colorado 6,447 20 8.5 N/A; Regional
Carbondale, Colorado 6,427 18 14 N/A; Regional
Eagle, Colorado 6,508 10 8 N/A; Regional
Glenwood Springs, CO 9,614 30 12 34
Placerville, California 10,389 30 20 N/A; Regional
7 City Average 7,797 20.7 10.9 22
Hailey Target Based on 7.960 211 . N/A
Benchmark

Hailey FY 2011-2012 7,960 17 10.5
?;;::y::é:::hmark 163 persons (4.1 persons) (0.7 persons) ::trsg;\:)
Estimated Average

Expense per City of N/A $66,000 $46,000 $56,000
Hailey Employee '

Note: The law enforcement contract with the City of Bellevue is not considered in the Hailey Police
Department personnel. *
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